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This is a decision on appeal under 35 U S.C. 8§ 134 fromthe
final rejection of clainms 29-40.

We reverse.

BACKGROUND

The disclosed invention relates to an imge conversion system
and nmet hod for electronically processing an original imge signal to
add a "cross screen filter" effect to a still imge after it is
phot ographed. Wth a "cross screen filter" effect, bright beans can
be generated radially froma high | um nance portion of an image, as
shown in figure 14. A still image, such as figure 13, is converted
into an electrical imge signal. The bright portion of the inage is
extracted and a bright line having a predeterm ned length is fornmed
by shifting the bright signal in a predeterm ned direction(s) for a
predeterm ned di stance. The bright line signal is synthesized with
the i mge signal to produce the cross screen filter effect, as shown
in figure 14.

Claim 38 is reproduced bel ow.

38. An inmage processing nethod conpri sing:

an extracting step for extracting a bright portion of
an i mage signal

a shifting step for shifting the bright portion in a
predeterm ned direction to forma bright |line signal; and
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a synthesizing step for synthesizing the bright |ine
signal with the image signal
The Exami ner relies on the following prior art:

Seel y 4,557,578 Decenber 10, 1985
St robel 4,589, 749 May 20, 1986

Claims 29-40 stand rejected under 35 U . S.C. § 103(a) as being
unpat ent abl e over Strobel and Seely.

We refer to the final rejection (Paper No. 67) and the
exam ner's answer (Paper No. 73) (pages referred to as "EA_ ") for a
statenment of the Examner's position, and to the appeal brief (Paper
No. 72) (pages referred to as "Br__") and the reply brief (Paper
No. 74) (pages referred to as "RBr__") for a statenent of Appellants’
argunents thereagai nst. The Exam ner noted entry of the reply brief
(Paper No. 75).

OPI NI ON

Strobel and Seely are directed to camera viewfinders, not image
signal processing. It is clear that neither reference is directed to
Appel | ants' discl osed invention of a signal processing system and
met hod for electronically processing an original inmge signal to add
a cross screen filter effect to the still imge after it is
phot ographed. Nevertheless, it is possible that claimlanguage can

be so broad that it reads on or is rendered obvious over prior art in
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an uni ntended manner. Viewing the Examner's rejection in the |ight
nost favorable to the Exam ner, we presune this is the Examner's
position. Ot herwi se, the Exam ner has failed to show even one

el ement of the clainmed subject matter.

We concl ude the Exam ner erred.

First, the clains all recite an "inmage signal"” and neither
Strobel nor Seely produces an "image signal.” Claim?29 recites an
"original imge signal" and clainms 35 and 38 recite an "inage
signal,"” As noted by Appellants (RBr2), a "signal" is defined as "a
det ect abl e physical quantity or inmpulse (as a voltage, current,
magnetic field strength) by which nessages or information can be
transmtted.” An "inmage" per se, as viewed through a viewfinder or
captured on film as in Strobel and Seely, is not considered an
"image signal" because it is not in a physical formthat can be
transmtted or mani pul ated. The Exam ner finds (EA4) that Strobel
produces an original inmage signal, referring to the canmera and
colum 4, lines 10-12. However, the image produced on filmin the
canera i s not considered an image signal, and colum 4, lines 10-12,
only refers to the image in the viewfinder which is not considered an

i mage signal. Thus, we agree with Appellants' argunents (Br8-09;
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Br11l-12; RBr2) that the Exam ner erred in finding that Strobel and
Seely discl ose producing an "imge signal."

Second, even assum ng, arguendo, that the viewfinder and film
i mages in Strobel and Seely could be broadly considered to be "imge
signals,” Strobel and Seely do not performthe functions of
"extracting a bright signal of a bright portion of the original imge
signal . . . and . . . formng a bright |ine having a predetern ned
|l ength by performng a shifting of the bright signal in a
predeterm ned direction,” as recited in claim?29, or "extracting a
bright portion of an image signal . . . [and] shifting said bright
portion in a predeterm ned direction to forma bright line signal,"”
as recited in clains 35 and 38. That is, Strobel and Seely do not
perform any signal processing on an "inmage signal” to forma "bright
line" or "bright line signal.” The Exam ner points to colum 4,
i nes 55-66, of Strobel for the functions of "extracting"” and
"shifting to forma bright line." The "bright-line imge" in Strobel
refers to the image of the four partially-reflecting surfaces 33 in
figure 2, corresponding to the corners of the distant-subject
frame 25, on the partially-reflecting surface 39 of the mrror 35
whenever anbient light is in the viewing path (col. 4, |lines 55-61).

The partially-reflecting surface 27 corresponding to the corner of
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t he near-subject frane 2la is positioned to reflect anbient |ight
away fromthe surface 39 of the mrror 35 (col. 4, lines 61-66). In
t he near-subject setting, the LED 9 is energized to direct |ight
toward surface 27 and fromthere toward surface 39 of mrror 35.
Thus, the "bright-line image" in Strobel is just a reflection, either
from surfaces 33 for a distant-subject frame or fromsurface 27 for a
near - subject frame, that is superinposed on the image in the
viewfinder indicating the field of view of distant and near subjects.
The reflections are superinposed at the sane | ocations regardl ess of
the brightness of the image in the viewfinder. There is no
processing of an inmage signal. Wile there is a shift fromthe
reflections of surfaces 33 to a reflection of surface 27 when going
fromdistant to near subjects, this has absolutely nothing to do with
extracting a bright portion of an inmage signal and shifting it to
forma bright line. Thus, we agree with Appellants' argunents
(Br9-10; Brl1l2; RBr3) that the Exam ner erred in finding that Strobel
and Seely disclose "extracting a bright portion from an inage signal"”
and "shifting the bright signal to forma bright line."

Third, since Strobel and Seely do not produce an "image
signal ," and do not disclose "extracting a bright portion from an

i mge signal” and "shifting the bright signal to forma bright line,"
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they do not performthe function of "synthesizing the bright I|ine
with the original imge signal,"” as recited in claim29, or
"synt hesi zing said bright line signal with said image signal,"” as

recited in clainms 35 and 38. Strobel nerely superinposes a reflected
i mge, either fromsurfaces 33 for a distant-subject frame or from
surface 27 for a near-subject frame, on the inmage in the viewfinder
to show the field of view of distant and near subjects. Neither
Strobel nor Seely discloses "synthesizing a bright line signal" (as
signal has been defined) with an "inmage signal." Thus, we agree with
Appel | ants' argunents (Br10-11; Br12; RBr3) that the Exam ner erred
in finding that Strobel and Seely disclose "synthesizing a bright
line signal" (as signal has been defined) with an "imge signal."

For the reasons di scussed above, we conclude that the Exam ner
has failed to show any of the Iimtations of the three independent
claims. Accordingly, the rejection of clainms 20-40 is reversed.

REVERSED

LEE E. BARRETT
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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